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Ar Introduction to the Surveys of Applicants
Who Accepted or Declined Admission to UMCP

Surveys of admitted students were conducted at the request of the
Committee to Review the Office of Undergraduate Admissions, Surveys were
intended to obtain admitted applicants' views of the functioning of th»

Admissions Office, and to assess differences in responses of certain subgroups

" of applicants,

The four classification variables defining the subgroups are as follows:
1.) acceptance status (accepted vs. declined admission);
2.) race (Black vs. White);
3.) residence status (in-state vs. out-of-state resident); and
4,) achievement level (high vs. other).

Those who had accepted admission (the acceptors) were defined as those
who had paid the acceptance fee or who had the fee waived. Those who had
declined admission (the decliners) were defined as those who had returned a
postcard indicating that they would not be attending UMCP. The large number
of admitted applicants who neither accepted nor declined admission
(approximately 3,900) were excluded from the population,

High achievement applicants were those who had total SAT scores of 1200
or above and a high school gpa of 3.5 or above, and those who were National

Merit, National Achievement, or Maryland Distinguished Scholar participants,

Population and Sample

The total population consisted of a subset of new first-time freshman
applicants to UMCP for admission to the Fall 1988 term who were admitted and,
as of June 20, 1988, had accepted admission or declined admission. A1l cases

with foreign mailing addresses were excluded from the population. Only U,S,
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citizens, immigrants, or refugees were included. Only those cases with race
codes of Black or White were included.

Each member of the population was assigned to one of 16 groups, formed
by all combinations of the classification variables. Then a sample was
randomly drawn from each group,

There was a subsequent small reducticn (N=3) in the population to delete
applicants whose acceptance data were inconsistent. Another 51 acceptors and
3 decliners changed their acceptance status between June 20, 1988 when the
population and sample were defined, and August 2, 1988 when the final analysis
data file was derived. Finally, & members of the acceptors sample indicated
on their surveys that they were not going to attend UMCP. These 56 acceptors
and 3 decliners were removed from the population and, where applicable, from
the samples,

The final population, sampie, and respondent numbers are given in Table
A-1 by the 16 groups, and in Table A-2 for each of the levels of the
classification variables. Table A-3 presents the sampling proportions
(sample/population) and response rates (respondents/sample) for each of the
levels of the classification variables. The final population sizes were 3,251
acceptors and 2,194 decliners (5,445 total)., The final sample sizes were 461
acceptors and 488 decliners (949 total). The final numbers of respondents
were 309 acceptors and 282 decliners (591 total). The response rates were 67
percent for acceptors, 58 percent for decliners, and 62 percent overall.

These response rates mean there is a likelikood of nonresponse hias.

Survey Design and Mailing

Two different but related surveys were developed for the acceptors and
the decliners. The survey for acceptors included an item in Question C
(Orientation) that was omitted on the decliners survey. The survey for
decliners included Question EE and Question G that were not included on the

-2 -
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acceptors survey. Finally, item F was phrased differently on the two surveys.
For acceptors, it was stated as: "Did your experiences with the UMCP
Admissions Office in any way lead to your decision to attend UMCP?" For
decliners, it was stated as: "Did your experiences with the UMCP Admissions
Office in any way lead to your decision not to attend UMCP?"

Each survey was personalized by including the name and address of the
applicant on a brief letter that preceded the survey items. In order to be
able to associate the responses with admissions data for each respondent, the
applicant's social security number was precoded on the survey form.

For both the acceptors and decliners, the following schedule of mailings
was used:

1.) Mailing of survey to all--July 21, 1988;

2.) Mailing of postcard reminder to al1--July 29, 1988;

3.) Mailing of second copy of survey to those who didn't return

the first--August 29, 1988.
The final data file was created October 18, 1988. The few surveys received

after that date were excluded from the analysis.

Methods of Analysis

Question A. The various questions on the survey lend themselves to
different types of analyses. Question A is a Likert-type question. Table 1}
gives the estimated population mean for each item in A. The estimated
population medn is obtained by differentially weighting the responses from the
16 groups and then obtaining a weighted mean.

Tabies 1.1 to 1.5 present the estimated population means for each level
of the four classification variables (acceptance status, race, residence
status, achievement level). The (unweighted) responses to each item were

analyzed using analysis of variance. The level of significance for all



analyses of variance was chosen as .01 because of the large number of
analyses. The note at the bottom of each table (Tables 1.1 to 1.5) indicates
the results of the analysis of variance for that item. For example, the note
to Table 1.1 indicates that acceptance status was a statistically significant
effect. The significant difference shown in Table 1.1 is that those who
accepted admission had a smaller mean rating of the friendliness of the
admissions staff than did those who declined admission. (Throughout these
surveys, a smaller mean score is "better" than a larger mean score.) In
reviewing these tables, note that for items for which analysis of variance
fndicated no statistically significant effects or interactions, the estimated
population mean in Table 1 is adequate to represent the responses.

Tables 1.3 and 1.4 have continuation pages giving the estimated
population means for the following subclassifications: accepted admission,
in-state resident; accepted admission, out-of-state resident; declined
admission, in-state resident; and declined admission, out-of-state resident.
These are given because the analysis of variance for these items showed a
statistically significant interaction between acceptance status and residence.
Figures 1 and 2 show the nature of these interactions for the two items.
Figure 1 corresponds to Table 1.3. Figure 2 corresponds to Table 1.4. As
shown in Figure 1, the means for acceptors are smaller than those tor
decliners if the respondents are in-state residents. The means for acceptors
are larger than those for decliners if the respondents are out-of-state
residents.

For Figure 2 (Table 1.4), the means for acceptors are larger than those
for decliners for both in-state and out-of-state residents. For acceptors the
means for out-of-state residents were larger than those for in-scate
residents; however, for decliners the means for out-of-state residents were
smaller than those for in-state residents.
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Question B. Multiple responses were allowed in Question B, Tables 2.1
to 2.5 give the estimated percentages of the population who would have
selected the item, Table 2.1 gives the estimated percentages for the total
population, and Tables 2.2 %o 2.5 give the estimated percentages by each level
of the classification variables. Specific responses to the "other" option
\B8) are included in Attachment 1, and are crosstabulated by "group" of the
respondent in the printout {Attachment 2).

Question €. Analysis of variance was used for Question C, another
Likert-type question., Note that Item C5 (Orientation) only appeared on the
surveys to acceptors. Table 3 presents the estimated weighted mean for each
item for the estimated total population. The number in the population has
been reduced by the proportion of respondents who indicated that they had had
no contact with the office or department referred to in the item.

Tables 3.1 to 3.6 present the estimated population mean for each level of
the classification variables, and the results of the analysis of variance for
each item. For items for which analysis of variance indicated no
statistically significant effects or interactions, the overall population mean
in Table 3 is adequate to represent the responses. The departments specified
in C are given in Attachment 3.

Question D. Question D is similar in style to Question B. Multiple
responses were allowed. Responses to Question D are given in Tables 4.1 to
4.5. These give the estimated percentages of the population who would have
selected the item., Tabie 4.1 gives the estimated percentages for the total
population, and Tables 4.2 to 4.5 give the estimated percentages by each level
of the classification variables. Specific responses to the "other" option
(D7) are included in Attachment 4, and are crosstabulated by the "group" of

the respondent in the printout (Attachment 2).
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Question E. Analysis of variance was used for Question E, a Likert-type
question, Table 5 presents the estimated weighted mean for each item for the
estimated total population, The number in the population has been reduced by
the proportioii of respondents who indicated that the item did not apply to
them. Tables 5.1 to 5.5 present the estimated population means for each level
of the classification variables, and the results of the analysis of variance
for each item. For {tems for which analysis of variance indicated no
statistica11y‘significant effects o interactions, the overall population mean
in Table b is adsquate to represent the responses.

Table 5.5 has a continuation page giving the estimated population means
for the following subciassifications: accepted admission, in-state resident;
accepted admi ssion, out-of-state resident; declined admission, in-state
resident; declined admission, out-of-state resident. These are shown because
of the statistically significant interaction between acceptance status and
residence for item E5. As shown in Figure 3, the means for acceptors are
smaller for in-state residents than for out-of-state residents; for decliners,
the means are smaller for out-of-state residents than for in-state residents.

Question EE. Question EE was only asked of those who declined admission,
The items in EE are identical to those in E, but refer to the institution the
student planned to attend in the fall, rather than to UMCP, Question EE was
analyzed using analysis of variance, Table 6 presents the estimated weiqhted
mean for each item for the estimated total decliner population. The number in
the population has been reduced by the proportion of respondents who indicated
that the item did not apply to them,

Tables 6.1 to 6.5 present the estimated population mean for each level of
the classification variables, and the results of the analysis of variance for
each item, For all items in Question EE, analysis of variance indicated that

there were nu statistically significant effects or interactions. Thus the
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overall population means in Table 6 are adequate to represent the responses of
the declined admiésion popuiation to the items in Question EE.

Question F. Logit analysis was used for Question F because the response
was not a scale but was dichotomous ("yes" or "no")., Logit analysis is a
method of determining what effects need to be entered into a model for
adequately predicting the value of a categorical dependent variable, The
analysis may be viewed as that of a multidimensional contingency table or
chi-square analysis.

Note that Question F was phrased differently “or acceptors and for
decliners, as given in the headings to Tables 7.1 and 7.2. Logit analysis of
the effects acceptance, race, and residence status, and of the interactions of
these effects indicated that the following 2ffects are significant at p<.05:
acceptance status and race. Achievement levels were omitted from the analysis
because of zero cell values.

The analysis indicated a higher percentage of acceptors who indicated
that their experiences with the UMCP Admissions Office in any way led to their
decision to attend UMCP than of decliners who indicated that their experiences
with the UMCP Admissions Office in any way led to their decision not to attend
UMCP, (Estimated population percentages were 16.8% of those who accepted
admission and 9.5% of those who declined admission.)

A larger percentage of Blacks than of Whites (estimated population
percentages of 22.5% of Blacks, 12.5% of Whites) indicated that their
experiences with the UMCP Admissions Office in any way led to their decision
to attend or not to attend UMCP. This difference by race was particularly
marked for those who accepted admission, as shown in Table 7.1,

Question G. Question G appeared only on the decliners survey, The
estimated population percentages responding "yes" to this question are given

in Table 8. There were so few "no" response: *hat no further analysis was
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required. The schools that the decliners chose to attend and the general

comments given by the respondents will be made available in the near future.
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Table A-1

Population, Sample, and Respondent Numbers by Group

Classification Accepted Admission Declined Admission
Variables Group Population Sample Respondents Group Population Sample Respondents
Blacks
In-State
High Ach, 1 34 34 20 9 50 50 30
Other 2 274 17 52 10 114 79 41
Out-of-State
High Ach. 3 11 11 8 11 15 15 8
Othe!" 4 160 79 47 12 74 74 39
Khites
In-State
High Ach, 5 264 54 44 13 264 55 34
Other 6 1,483 78 50 14 663 80 54
Out-of-State
High Ach, 7 51 51 36 15 103 55 32
Other 8 974 77 52 16 911 80 44

Note, The total population consists of a subset of new first-time freshman applicants to UMCP
for admission to the Fall 1988 term who were admitted and, as of June 20, 1988, had (a) accepted
admission or (b) declined admission. A1l cases with foreign mailing addresses were excluded
from the population. Only those cases with race codes of Black or White were included.

Samples were randomly selected, by selecting 55 from each high-achieving subgroup and 80
from each other-ackieving subgroup, If fewer cases existed in a subgroup, all of them were
selected.

Cases were omitted that changed acceptance status by August 3, 1988. The total population
was 5,445, The total sample was 949, The total number of respondents was 591,

"B 18




Table A-2

Population, Sample, and Respondent Numbers by Classification

Classification Accepted Admission Declined Admission A11 Cases

Variables PopuTation SampTe Respondenis FopuTation Sample Respondents Populatjon Sample Respondents
Racc

Black 479 201 127 253 218 118 732 419 245

Whi te 2,772 260 182 1,941 210 164 4,713 530 346

' Residence status
[

)
, In-state resident 2,055 245 166 1,091 264 159 3,146 507 325
Out-of-state resident 1,196 218 143 1,103 224 123 2,299 442 266

Achievement status

High achievement 360 150 108 432 175 104 792 325 212
Other achievement 2,891 311 201 1,762 313 178 4,653 624 379
A1 cases 3,251 461 309 2,194 488 282 5,445 949 591




e

Table A-3

Sampling Proportions and Response Rates by Classification

Accepted Admission Declined Aqussion A1l Cases

Classification “Sampling Response ~Sampling  Responss ~Sampling Response

Vari{able Proportion Rate Proportion Rate Proportion Rate
Race

Black 420 .632 .862 541 572 .585

White .094 .700 .139 .607 JA12 .653
Residence status

In-state resident .118 .683 242 .602 .161 641

Qut-of-state resident .182 656 .203 .549 .192 .602
Achievement status

High achievement 417 720 .405 .594 .410 .652

Qther achievement .108 .646 178 .569 134 607
A1l cases ,142 .670 222 578 174 .623
\;1 ‘ - 1 5 ._21-: j.




Table 1

Estimated Population Means for Items in Question A:
"Please rate the tollowing components
of the admissions process at UMCP."

Estimated Number of
Item Population Mean Population Respondents
1. Friendliness of the admissions
staff 1.82 5,445 562
2, Efficiency of admissions process 2.03 5,445 579
3. Quality of mailings from Admissions
Office 1.85 5,445 587
4, Clarity of requirements for
admission : 1.85 5,445 587
5. Portrayal of UMCP in publications 1.88 5,445 584

Note. There were 591 respondents in the total sample. Estimated population means are
based on all responses of 1 through 5, where 1 = excellent, 2 = good, 3 = neutral, 4 =
poor, and 5 = very poor, '

Q - 16 - 22




Tabie 1.1
Estimated Population Means for Responses

to Question A: “Please rate the following
components of the admissions process at UMCP."

Item Al: Friendliness of the admissions staff

Estimated Number of Respondents
Population Population Mean to Item Al
Total (N3=5,445) 1.82 562
Accepted admission {N=3,251) 1.64 305
Declined admission (N=2,194) 2.08 257
Black (N=732) 1.84 239
White (N=4,713) 1.82 323
In-state resident (N=3,146) 1.79 307
Out-of-state resident (N=2,299) 1.86 255
High achievement (N=792) 1.89 199
Other achievement (N=4,653) 1.81 363

Note. There were 591 respondents in the tota’l sample, Estimated population
means are based on all responses of 1 through 5, where 1 = excellent, 2 =
good, 3 = neutral, 4 = poor, and 5 = very poor. Analysis of variance
Indicated that the following effect is significant at p<.0l: acceptance
status (accepted vs. declined admission).

ANumber in the population,
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Table 1.2
Estimated Population Means for Responses

to Question A: "Please rate the following
components of the admissions process at UMCP."

Item A2: Efficiency of admissions process

Estimateq Number of Respondents
Population Population Mean to Item A2
Total (N3=5,445) 2.03 579
Accepted admission (N=3,251) 2.10 304
Declined admission (N=2,194) 1,91 275
Black (N=732) 1.88 237
White (N=4,713) 2.05 342
In-state resident (N=3,146) 2.06 316
Out-of-state resident (N=2,299) 1.98 263
High achievement (N=792) 2.18 207
Other achievement (N=4,653) 2.00 372

Note. There were 591 respondents in the total sample. Estimated population
means are based on all responses of 1 through 5, where 1 = excellent, 2 =
good, 3 = neutral, 4 = poor, and 5 = very poor. Analysis of variance
indicated that the following effect is significant at p<.0l: race.

ANumber in the population.
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Tab%e 1.3
Estimated Population Means for Responses

to Question A: "Please rate the following
components of the admissions process at UMCP.”

Item A3: Quality of mailings from Admissions Office

Estimated Number of Respondents
Population : Population Mean to Item A3
Total (Na=5,445) 1.85 507
Accepted admission (N=3,251) 1.87 306
Declined admission (N=2,194) 1.83 281
Black (N=732) 1,75 244
White (N=4,713) 1.87 343
In-state resident (N=3,146) 1.85 321
Out-of-state resident (N=2,299) 1.85 266
High achievement (N=792) 2.16 211
Other achievement (N=4,653) 1.80 376

L

Note. There were 591 respondents in the total sampie. Estimated population
means are based on all responses of 1 through 5, where 1 = excellent, 2 =
guad, 3 = neutral, 4 = poor, and 5 = very poor. Analysis of variance
indicated that the following effects and interactions are significant at
p<.0l: acceptance status (accepted vs. declined admission), race, achievement
level, and the interaction of acceptance status by residence status.
(Acceptance status and achievement level are only marginally significant.)

aNumber in the population.

a0y
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Table 1.3 (Con't.)
Estimated Population Means for Responses

to Question A: “Please rate the following
components of the admissions process at UMCP."

Item A3: Quality of mailings from Admissions Office

Estimated Number of Respondents
Population Population Mean to Item A3
Accepted admission.
In-state resident (N3=2,055) 1.81 163
Out-of-state resident (N=1,196) 1.98 143
Declined admission
In-state resident (N=1,091) 1.93 158
Qut-of-state resident (N=1,103) 1.72 123

Note. There were 591 respondents in the total sample. Estimated population
means are based on all responses of 1 through 5, where 1 = excellent, 2 =
good, 3 = neutral, 4 = poor, and 5 = very poor. Analysis of variance
indicated that ‘he following effects and interactions are significant at
p<.01: acceptance status (accepted vs. declined admission), race, achievement
Tevel, and the interaction of acceptance status by residence status.
(Acceptance status and achievement level are only marginally significant,)

ANumber in the population.
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Table 1.4

Estimated Population Means for Responses
to Question A: "Please rate the following
components of the admissions process at UMCP."

Item A4: Clarity of requirements for admission

Estimated Number of Respondents
Population Population Mean to Item A4
Total (N2=5,445) 1.85 587
Accepted admission (N=3,251) 1.96 306
Declined admission (N=2,194) 1.69 281
Black (N=732) 1.78 244
White (N=4,713) 1.86 343
In-state resident (N=3,146) 1.87 321
Out-of-state resident (N=2,299) 1.83 266
High achievement (N=792) 1.89 211
Other achievement (N=4,653) 1.85 376

Note. There were 591 respondents in the total sample. Estimated population
means are based on all responses of 1 through 5, where 1 = excellent, 2 =
good, 3 = neutral, 4 = poor, and 5 = very poor. Analysis of variance
indicated that the following effect and interaction are significant at p<.01:
acceptance status (accepted vs. declined admission) and the interaction of
acceptance status by residence status.

ANumber in the population.
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Table 3.4 (Con't.)
Estimated Population Means for Responses

to Question A: "Please rate the following
components of the admissions process at UMCP."

Item A4: Clarity of requirements for admission

Estimated Number of Respondents
Population ~Population Mean to Item A4
Accepted admission
In-state resident (N3=2,055) 1.93 163
Out-of-state resident (N=1,196) 2.03 143
Declined admission
In-state resident (N=1,091) 1.78 158
Out-of-state resident (N=1,103) 1.61 123

Note. There were 591 respondents in the total sample. Estimated population
means are based on all responses of 1 through 5, where 1 = excellent, 2 =
good, 3 = neutral, 4 = poor, and 5 = very poor. Analysis of variance
indicated that the following effect and interaction are significant at p<.0l:
acceptance status (accepted vs, declined admission) and the interaction of
acceptance status by residence status. .

aNumber in the population,
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Table 1.5
Estimated Population Means for Responses

to Question A: "Please rate the following
components of the admissions process at UMCP,"

Item A5: Portrayal of UMCP in publications

Estimated Number of Respondents
Population Population Mean to Item A5
Total (N2=5,445) 1.88 584
Accepted admission (N=3,251) 1.88 306
Declined admission (N=2,194) 1.88 278
Black (N=732) 1.85 244
White (N=4,713) 1.88 340
In-state resident (N=3,146) 1.88 319
Qut-of-state resident (N=2,299) 1.88 265
High achievement (N=792) 2,03 A 209
Other achievement (N=4,653) 1.85 375

Note. There were 591 respondents in the total sample. Estimated population
means are based on all responses of 1 through 5, where 1 = excellent, 2 =
good, 3 = neutral, 4 = poor, and 5 = very poor. Analysis of variance
indicated that there are no significant effects or interactions (p<.0l),

8Number in the population.

29
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Table 2.1

Estimated Percentage of the Total Population Who
Would Have Responded to Options fn Question B:
“What types of contact did you have with
the UMCP Admissions Office?”

Options Totai Population (N=5,445)
1. Mail 97.6%
2. Telephone 53.5
3. College fair 28.0
4, Visit from an admissions officer

to your school or town 22.8
5. Visit to campus for First Glance

Session 21.3
6. Admissions Office tour of UMCP . 32.2
7. 1Individual appointment with

admissions officer 6.4
8. Other 12,2

Estimated percentage responding
to one or more of the options 98.9

Note, Results are based on a total of 591 respondents from the total sample.

-0




Table 2.2

Estimated Percentage of the Populations Who Accepted
or Declined Admission Who Would Have Responded
to Options in Question B: “What types of contact
did you have with the UMCP Admissions Office?"

Popu]&tion .
Accepted Declined
Admission Admission
Options (N=3,251) (N=2,194)
1. Mail . 93.,0% 97.1%
2. Telephone 65.4 35.9
3. College fair 25.9 31.1
4, Visit from an admissions officer :
to your school or town 23.5 21.8
5. Visit to campus for First Glance
Session 25.0 15.°
6. Admissions Office tour of UMCP 42,5 17.0
7. Individual appointment with
admissions officer 7.3 5.1
8. Other ' 10.6 14,5
Estimated percentage responding
to one or more of the options 98.5 99.5

Note. Results are based on a total of 309 respondents from the accepted
admission sample and 282 respondents from the declined admission sample.
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Table 2.3

Estimated Percentage of the Populations of Blacks
and of Whites Who Would Have Responded to Options
in Question B: "What types of contact did you
have with the UMCP Admissions Office?"

Population
BYacks Whites

Options (N=732) (N=4,713)
1. Mail 97.5% 97.7%
2. Telephone 54.5 53.3
3. College fair 46.1 25.2
4, Visit from an admissions officer

to your school or town 29.5 21.8
5. Visit to campus for First Glance

Session 19.8 21.6
6. Admissions Office tour of UMCP 30.7 32.4
7. Individual appointment with

admissions officer 4.5 6.7
8. Other 10.3 12.4

Estimated percentage responding

to one or more of the options 100.0 98.7

Note. Results are based on a total of 245 respondents from the black sample
and 346 respondents from the white sample.
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Table 2.4

Estimated Percentage of the Populations of In-State
Residents and of Out-of-State Residents Who
Would Have Responded to Options {1n Question B:
"What types of contact did you have with
the UMCP Admissions Office?”

Population
In-State Out-of-State
Residents Residents
Options (N=3,146) (N=2,299)
1. Mail 98,2% 97.0%
2. Telephone 54.1 52.7
3. College fair 36.2 16.7
4. Visit from an admissions off<cer
to your school or town 34.0 7.5
5. Visit to campus for First Glance
Session 18.9 24,7
6. Admissions Office tour of UMCP 31.4 33.4
7. Individual appointment with
admissions officer 6.9 5.7
8. Otner 10.7 14,2
Estimated percentage responding
to one or more of the options 98,7 99,2

Note. Results are based on a total of 325 respondents from the in-state
sample and 266 respondents from the out-of-state sample,




Table 2.5

Estimated Percentage of the Populations With High Achievement
and With Other Achievement Who Would Have Responded
to Options in Question B: “What types of contact
did you have with the UMCP Admissions Office?”

Population _
High Other
Achievement Achievement
Options (N=792) (N=4,653)

1. Mail 99.0% 97.4%
2. 1elephone 45.9 54 .8
3. College fair 34.4 26.9
4, Visit from an admissions officer

to your school or town 27.0 22.1
5. Visit to campus for First Glance

Session 22.1 21,2
6. Admissions Office tour of UMCP 26.9 33.1
7. Individual appointment with

admissions officer 6.5 6.4
8. Other 14,1 11.8

Estimated percentage responding

to one or more of the options 100.0 98,7

Note. Results are based on a total of 212 respondents from the high achieve~
ment sample and 379 respondents from the other achievement sample.
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Tabie 3

Estimated Population Means for Ytems in Question C:
"Rate how satisfied you were with your contact
with the following WMCP offices or departments.™

Estimated Estimated Number of

Item Popu?ation‘Mean Populationd Respondents
1. Admissions 1.86 5,331 R70
2. Resident Life (Housing) 2.36 4,168 429
3. Financial Aid 2,72 3,330 374
4. Honors Program 2.50 2,525 275
5. OrientationD 1.98 3,167 295
6. Academic department 2.14 3,871 360

Note. There were 591 respondents in the total sample. Estimated population means are
based on all responses of 1 through 5, where 1 = very satisfied, 2 = satistied, 3 =
neutral, 4 = dissatisfied, and 5 = very dissatisfied.

3Estimated number in the population. The number in the population has been reduced by the
proportion of respondents who indicated that they had had no contact with the office or
department,

bOnly those who had accepted admission were asked to rate this item.
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Table 3.1
bEstimated Population Means for Responses

to Question C: “Rate how satisfied you were with your
contact with the foliowing UMCP oftices or departments.”

Item {1: Admissions

Estimated Number of Respondents
Population Population Mean to Item C1
Total (N2=%,331) 1.86 570
Accepted admission (N=3,202) 1.89 299
Decdined admission (N=2,129) 1.83 271
Black {N=714) 1.77 236
White (N=4,817) 1.88 334
In-state resident (N=3,081) 1.89 312
Out-of-state resident (N=2,250) 1.82 258
High achievement (N=756) ' 1.98 206
Other achievement (N=4,575) 1.84 364

Note. There were 591 respondents in the total sample. Estimated population

m